Given the linkages between natural resources and social conflicts, evidence increasingly shows that successful natural resource management requires conflict mitigation and prevention. However, there may be a gap in practice between knowing what processes and tools need to be used to manage conservation conflicts and how to actually implement them. We present learning from a practice-based case study of conflict management in the Amarakaeri Communal Reserve in the Peruvian Amazon that aimed to develop natural resource governance institutions and build stakeholder capacity, including of indigenous groups, to navigate existing conflict resolution mechanisms. Through applying good practices in conservation conflict management and collaborative governance, we generated important lessons on the practical considerations involved in collaborative conservation. These lessons, while specific to our case, could be applied to a variety of protected areas facing complex socialecological systems dynamics and wicked problems.
Introduction
Areas of rich biodiversity face multiple anthropogenic threats, and protected areas have long been a cornerstone of conservation efforts (Geldmann et al. 2013; Mascia et al. 2014) . While protected areas are intended as havens for biological resources, they may also drive social conflict from competing needs and interests of various stakeholders with land and resource claims in and around them (De Pourcq et al. 2015; West, Igoe, and Brockington 2006) . A rich academic literature has explored the foundations, causes, and impacts of conservation conflicts given their potentiality to undermine conservation goals and erode social and political will to support protected areas and surrounding buffer zones (Bragagnolo et al. 2017; Daniels and Walker 2001; Madden and McQuinn 2014; Soliku and Schraml n.d) ; Redpath et al. 2013) . Indeed, this literature has developed important guidance on good practices in conservation conflict management (Davies, Bryce, and Redpath 2013; Lecuyer et al. 2018; Redpath, Bhatia, and Young 2015; Redpath, Bhatia, and Young 2015; Redpath et al. 2018) .
Collaborative conservation and governance have emerged as powerful tools for conflict management by increasing both procedural and distributive justice (Vucetich et al. 2018) or by enabling what Emerson and Nabatchi (2015) describe as principled engagement, joint capacity, and shared motivation. Theory and evidence attest to collaboration's role in conservation success (Sterling et al. 2017 ), yet practitioners may find it difficult to move from the understanding which tools and practices should be implemented to manage conservation conflicts, to how to actually go about implementing them. Peer-reviewed, evidence-based literature has provided some guidance on how to practice participatory approaches to conservation, though its utility can be limited given the dynamic and idiosyncratic contexts and goals in which each collaboration occurs (Davies, Bryce, and Redpath 2013; Sterling et al. 2017) . Gray literature provides a larger source of practical guidance (Ajroud et al. 2017; Hammill et al. 2009 ; UNDPA (United Nations Department of Political Affairs) and UNEP (United Nations Environment Programme) 2015), and the rise of practice-based published articles assists academics and practitioners in merging the two bodies of knowledge (Nel et al. 2015; Weber et al. 2014) .
While practitioners and academics continue to build important knowledge around good practices, persistent questions remain around how to effectively design and foster collaborative governance in each context, and how to make collaborative governance regimes more successful beyond a "toolkit" approach (Reed 2008) . This includes knowledge around how to overcome the practical challenges of navigating conflict, particularly when conservation managers themselves are active stakeholders. While collaboration ideally implies an integrated group of stakeholders working together to design and implement interventions and governance regimes, in practice this process can be more transactional than deeply collaborative (Balint et al. 2011; Madden and McQuinn 2014) . Too often, collaboration occurs only when decisions need to be made or new actions need to be taken, rather than in an ongoing, integrated, and continuously engaged manner. In contrast, deep collaboration involves frequent interaction leading to the creation of shared understanding, purpose, values, and activities. This lends itself to collectively generated knowledge and reflection, leading to actions challenging the status-quo (Head 2003; McIntosh and Taylor 2013) .
In reality, the transactional approach may be functionally more feasible than the aspirational goal of deep collaboration, given evolving contextual dynamics of many collaborative interventions as well as the complexities of any organization's overall portfolio. Yet, in collaborative initiatives, cultural differences among stakeholders (operational culture, indigenous culture, etc.) require the deep collaboration associated with principled engagement in order to develop shared understandings of the problems and management contexts to be addressed (Deutsch, Coleman, and Marcus 2006; Dickman 2010; Madden and McQuinn 2014; Sterling et al. 2017) . This is particularly salient in complex contexts like social-ecological systems, which include various dynamics operating on multiple and asynchronous time scales, with change occurring at different rates in natural, indigenous, and bureaucratic sub-systems (Fisher 2014; Walker et al. 2006 ). Emerson and Nabatchi (2015) identify several areas of inquiry that need to be examined in order to unlock the potential and avoid the pitfalls of collaborative approaches. Key questions include, (1) How can elements that aid or frustrate collaboration be best identified? (2) What are the tools and methodologies that can advance the measurement of processes and productivity of collaborative governance? (3) How can scholars, practitioners, and students be prepared to step out of their silos and embrace deep collaboration? This practice-based knowledge article responds to these questions through the example of a 3year pilot program aimed at improving collaborative governance of a protected area in the Amazon Basin through building stakeholder capacity in conflict and natural resource management. First, we present the project area and the social and political dynamics contributing to the complex management context. Next, we describe our intervention design and the adaptive management and learning process we implemented. We then discuss the key lessons learned from this experience for both practitioners and academics working to design tools, studies, and practices for evidence-based, collaborative conservation.
Project Area
The 402,336-hectare Amarakaeri Communal Reserve ( Figure 1 ) was established in 2000 in the Madre de Dios Department of Peru to protect the Madre de Dios and Karene watersheds, ensure the stability of the area's forest ecosystems and biodiversity, and safeguard the cultural heritage of the native Harakbut, Yine and Matsiguenka communities (SERNANP 2016). The reserve and surrounding buffer zone encompass a mixture of overlapping land tenure, traditional claims, and disparities in natural resource access that contributed to several conflicts in the region, including around mining (Bedoya 2004; Finer and Novoa 2017) , oil and gas development (Haselip and Mart ınez Romera 2011) , infrastructure (Gallice, Larrea-Gallegos, and Vazquez-Rowe 2017) , and economic and natural resource access (Fisher, Arora, and Rhee 2018) . There are several common drivers underlying many of the region's conflicts, such as issues of appropriate stakeholder consultation and ineffective inclusion of, and participation by, indigenous groups in natural resource governance ( Alvarez et al. 2008; Haselip 2011) . The reserve has a complex management structure designed to integrate indigenous participation and decision-making from surrounding communities with managers from Peru's national protected areas service, Servicio Nacional de Areas Naturales Protegidas (SERNANP). Indigenous representatives create the management committee called the Executor of the Contract of Administration (ECA) and collaborate with SERNANP to make decisions regarding the reserve. In practice, this collaborative governance model has faced difficulties due to differences in operational culture between indigenous and state managers, community divergences on conflict issues, logistical challenges of working in a large and remote area, and financial shortfalls in funding the governance body. These barriers to effective collaboration delayed the creation, implementation, and update of reserve Master Plans that establish conservation priorities, provide management and action strategies, and delineate zoning uses.
This ineffectual governance context creates a feedback dynamic where existing drivers of conflict in the area are exacerbated, generating conflicts that present new challenges to collaborative governance (Derkye 2012; Fisher and Rucki 2017) . Interventions designed to address either side of such feedbacks should yield dividends on both sides. In other words, by addressing either the conflict dynamic or the governance challenges, it should be possible to positively impact the whole social-ecological system.
Project Design
In response to the governance-conflict feedback dynamic in the region, we designed an intervention aimed at building both conflict management capacity and natural resource management capacity for stakeholders in the project area. The project arose from the intersection of three factors: escalating conflicts in the area, the expiration of the previous reserve Master Plan and the need for a new one, and the announcement of a competitive funding opportunity for conflict management and mitigation.
The project was led by a conservation organization managing protected areas and livelihoods projects in Peru and included research scientists specialized in conservation and natural resource conflict, a Peruvian non-governmental organization with experience in conflict management, and reserve managers from SERNANP and the ECA. As detailed below, the project team maintained close engagement with indigenous communities and indigenous civil society groups throughout the design, implementation, and evaluation of the project. For funding, the conservation organization interfaced with other partners to recruit and agree to a division of labor for the proposed design and subsequent work plan. The project team prepared a funding proposal based on a desk analysis of conflicts and provided an implementation methodology informed by good practice recommendations from relevant academic and practical literature cited above. The resulting project design sprung from the hypothesis that by supporting the development of effective, transparent, and adaptive governance institutions along with empowering indigenous and other stakeholder groups to engage in protected area and conflict management, actors in the reserve would have increased access to functioning institutions and possess the technical capacity to prevent and resolve conflicts over the governance and use of natural resources.
The project operated on an explicit theory of change and subsequent implementation plan (see supplemental materials) which assumed that conflicts are more likely to arise in situations where expectations are unmet, information is unavailable, stakeholder engagement is inequitable, or adverse impacts of weak governance are already occurring. Under these assumptions, the first identified step toward collaboratively identifying conflicts was to increase stakeholders' ability to understand them. By increasing stakeholders' conflict awareness and natural resource management capacity, they would be better positioned to constructively engage in collaborative conservation. Additionally, facilitating opportunities for communication and dialog was believed to encourage effective problem-solving. Based on these hypotheses, the intervention had the following programmatic objectives: (1) Increase understanding of conflict drivers among stakeholders;
(2) Improve stakeholders' capacity to understand and mitigate conflict; and (3) Increase participation and communication related to conflicts through improved technical capacity for natural resource and protected area management ( Figure 2 ).
The myriad conflicts in the area were seen as wicked problems, without a singlydefined management problem commonly shared by all stakeholders. This also meant no single intervention strategy could resolve the multiple grievances and stakeholder claims, nor satisfy all underlying needs (DeFries and Nagendra 2017; Mason et al. 2018 ). Any attempts to manage conflicts create new dynamics that need to be considered in future resource and conflict management strategies. As such, the project's intervention strategy was based on a design that enabled joint problem definition through participatory conflict analysis (Nel et al. 2015) . This process tailored programmatic interventions to address the specific technical gaps identified as underlying drivers of conflict; namely organizational administration, legal and technical knowledge related to road construction and mining, reserve planning and management, and environmental monitoring.
The theoretical underpinnings of this design approach were informed by the adaptive learning networks recommended by Balint et al. (2011) . Adaptive learning networks, as applied in natural resource conflict management, emphasize elicitation of stakeholder preferences throughout decision-making processes, while also building technical knowledge and communicating priorities and uncertainties across actors. By establishing constant dialog even before defining the problem, and continuously incorporating feedbacks in an iterative fashion, adaptive learning networks attempt to overcome the challenges of wicked problems, build trust in processes, and create actionable strategies to move forward. In this project, the principal learning networks that were established included the core project implementation team, proximate stakeholder groups associated with reserve management, indigenous group leadership, and civil society organizations associated with conservation and indigenous advocacy.
Cognizant that any action in the system will have intended and unintended consequences, the project's adaptive management plan included both traditional monitoring and evaluation (M&E) as well as developmental evaluation to independently test the theory of change (USAID 2018) . Regular M&E used traditional methods for summative evaluation of progress, focusing on process and productivity monitoring (Emerson and Nabatchi 2015) . However, such approaches provide a limited understanding of what an intervention actually changes and why (Wilson-Grau 2013). To gain more sophisticated insight into outcomes and impacts, the traditional approach was supplemented with a developmental evaluation method known as "Outcome Harvesting" (Wilson-Grau and Britt 2012). Outcome Harvesting uses a participatory process within the implementation team to identify plausible outcomes, investigate them using mixed-methods, and triangulate data sources to verify reported outcomes. This enabled the team to develop a fine-grained understanding of how project activities interacted with external dynamics to produce changes in behavior among social actors and stakeholders. Together, the traditional M&E coupled with the developmental evaluation formed adaptive management and learning strategy useful for enabling the project team to understand a broader range of project outputs and outcomes than would have otherwise been measurable, and then integrate that knowledge back into the project implementation plan. Several of the M&E tools we used are included in the supplemental materials for this article, including biological and hydrological monitoring protocols, semi-structured interview guides, community/site visit questionnaires, and the developmental evaluation methodology guide.
Project implementation and results
The project was implemented over a 3-year period from November 2014 through January 2018. The implementation timeline and key milestones of the project are included in the supplemental materials for this article, and the major outputs and results are described below.
Increasing Understanding of the Drivers of Conflict
Stakeholder mapping and conflict analysis were conducted by applying open access tools available in the How to Guide to Conflict Sensitivity (Conflict Sensitivity Consortium 2012) and the Conflict Sensitive Approaches to Development, Humanitarian Assistance and Peacebuilding: Tools for Peace and Conflict Impact Assessment (Barbolet et al. 2004) . Stakeholder mapping in conflict management is a technique incorporating the participation of diverse actors, illuminating positionalities and thus potential drivers of conflict (Daniels and Walker 2001) . These processes, led by the NGO partners, used a mixed method design of desk study, semi-structured interviews, focus groups, conflict mapping, and site visits. The NGO partner combined data from literature reviews and interviews with individuals directly involved in the reserve's management in order to produce a detailed review of the drivers of conflict and stakeholder relationships in the area (for the full conflict report, refer to: CARE-Peru 2017). It revealed multiple conflicts and related stakeholders, each with idiosyncratic internal structures and shifting relationships according to the conflict in question and over time.
Given the initial understanding of the region's complexity, the main challenge of the early implementation phase was for the team to learn how to work together effectively and develop common understandings of problems and the project theory of change, despite the broad range of organizational, indigenous, and ethnic backgrounds represented. Each of the institutions involved was accustomed to working independently and had complicated social relationships among them. In order for the implementation team to engage in deep collaboration, the project went through several rounds of pausing implementation to revise methods, practices, and procedures to ensure that the process aligned with the needs and organizational culture of each partner. This approach was important for generating the sort of learning network described by Balint et al. (2011) . Lessons from this are outlined in the final section of this paper.
This participatory process enabled the project team to understand how social dynamics have contributed to, and have been shaped by, environmental degradation and natural resource management practices. Through an iterative socialization process that involved a detailed review and discussion of findings, we validated the results of the analysis through workshops with members of indigenous organizations and other stakeholders. As a result, the stakeholders and project team jointly identified a few key areas that stakeholders were able to and interested in addressing, including mining conflicts, road and infrastructure development, and governance capacity. In order to ensure that results would be accessible and available to stakeholders in the region, the findings of the participatory conflict analysis were published in print and online (CARE-Peru 2017). We convened recurring engagement around the outputs of the analysis and subsequent programing through weekly core project partner meetings, monthly key stakeholder meetings (SERNANP and indigenous civil society organizations), occasional site visits to indigenous communities, and ad hoc meetings with regional and municipal government actors. Recurring meetings meant key stakeholders were kept aware of conflicts and associated needs in the reserve in order to maintain the salience of these ideas when planning conflict-related interventions. This again was important for creating learning networks among the key stakeholders and project team.
Improving the Capacity of Stakeholders to Manage and Mitigate Conflict
From the initial conflict analysis, it was apparent that the lack of legal and technical knowledge had intensified tensions around road construction and hydrocarbon conflicts among indigenous leaders and government agencies. Common drivers in each of the conflicts were gaps in stakeholder capacity to analyze and utilize information in decision-making pertaining to: knowledge of legal rights for indigenous communities, available conflict resolution institutions in the area, rights and responsibilities of various stakeholders related to natural resource use and governance, and technical aspects of the resources in question, ranging from safe and legal mining to assessing and monitoring impacts on biodiversity and water quality. Because these gaps were highly specific, we recruited external expertise such as academics, NGOs, legal consultants, and other service providers to develop carefully crafted training modules tailored to various stakeholders' needs and learning styles, accounting for specific cultural dynamics of the indigenous communities and as well as the organizational culture and style of public officials. These capacity-building materials are publicly available online (ACCA 2016a).
Importantly, the design, format, and content of training were co-created with stakeholder representatives. As prior conflict analysis showed that insufficient and incomplete processes of community consultation were consistent drivers of conflict in the region; thus, our elicitive and deliberative approach sought to model a more complete consultative process and build a more principled engagement. Rather than prescriptive, the approach taken by the project was elicitive and deliberative, meaning that needs and themes were elicited from participatory engagement, and actual training and capacity building plans were co-designed in partnership with representatives of stakeholder groups (Nel et al. 2015) .
For instance, the indigenous capacity development plans developed jointly with indigenous leaders focused on four themes: indigenous legislation, indigenous leadership, conflict management in communal reserves, and natural resources management. These capacity building plans were printed in Spanish and in four different indigenous languages (Harakbut, Matsiguenka, Yine, and Wachiperi). They were developed within a multicultural approach and widely distributed throughout local indigenous communities. They are publicly available online (ACCA 2016b (ACCA , 2016c (ACCA , 2016d .
While capacity building for indigenous leaders focused on legislative proficiencies surrounding hydrocarbon extraction and reserve management, training for public municipal and regional officials focused on managing conflicts and natural resources. Two additional sessions of training events on territorial management and social-environmental conflict resolution skills were offered to regional government officials, to national entities associated with the reserve, and to the reserve's five overlapping municipalities. These were conducted in partnership with other NGOs in the area who focus explicitly on legal issues and training.
Training sessions gave stakeholders the ability to conduct, expand, and reassess conflict analyses iteratively to maintain an accurate awareness of shifting future contexts. For example, this initiative launched a pilot monitoring program with communities and local authorities to collect and track environmental data in the area. This program collected baseline information on water quality and biodiversity, provided hands-on experience to indigenous communities, and generated knowledge and lessons shared through annual technical forums with stakeholders working within the reserve in a process of knowledge exchange. Tools for biological and hydrological monitoring are included in the supplemental materials.
Increasing Participation and Communication Related to Conflict Management and Mitigation
From the initial conflict analysis, the project team realized that many of the macroeconomic and legislative factors contributing to conflicts in the area, including the demand for mineral and timber resources and overlapping legal frameworks, were beyond the range of project influence. Thus, of the main conflicts identified in the area, stakeholders jointly agreed to dedicate remaining project activities to two of the identified conflicts under the project's scope: (1) illegal mining formalization, and (2) new road construction in the area. Both conflicts took place in the buffer zone of the reserve, and project funding enabled team members to participate in deliberative processes where stakeholders could jointly discuss technical information, general and specific needs, and interests, and collectively design short-and long-term solutions. Dialog spaces took various forms in order to engage as many stakeholders as possible in culturally and politically sensitive ways. For example, the team held public dialogs in each indigenous community multiple times to introduce the Master Plan (SERNANP 2016), discuss conflict resolution training and biological monitoring, and listen to community concerns regarding issues in the conflict. The team also participated in pan-Amazon conferences and exchanges, in regional political negotiations on mining and road construction, and sponsored local municipal events aimed at awareness raising.
Such spaces for dialog proved to be key tools for building relationships, leveraging knowledge, coordinating efforts, and proposing solutions to complex issues. However, challenging political circumstances added a layer of complexity to project implementation. The dominant political narratives in Madre de Dios had become increasingly promining and supportive of road construction, denouncing conservation as an obstacle to development. Despite this less favorable political context, we experienced a strengthening of partnerships with various stakeholders throughout the project implementation because of frequent, sustained engagement, evidenced by the participation of certain stakeholder groups in project activities who had expressed anti-conservation sentiment in the past (CARE-Peru 2017). Throughout the project, there was an increasing level of engagement across multiple stakeholder groups who had previously been loosely aligned or in conflict. For instance, the municipal government in one of the most-impacted areas from illegal mining participated in our training sessions for public officials. In the past, this municipality had been difficult to engage, but this intervention seemingly enabled a stronger and more constructive relationship with the municipal government.
Practice-Based Knowledge and Lessons Learned
As described in the introduction, this case study is intended to build practice-based knowledge around how to implement good practices in collaborative conservation in a complex context. Our project provides useful insight into the application of recommendations in both the gray and scientific literature in three aspects. First, it demonstrates a method for designing and implementing a collaborative conservation project that is informed by good practice theory and provides a roadmap to increasing collaboration through learning networks. Second, the case study includes references to supplemental materials that provide useful and accessible data for stakeholders in the area and tools and materials that can be utilized by other practitioners facing similar conservation problems. Third, by merging traditional M&E with developmental evaluation techniques, it demonstrates a process for building adaptive management capacity into project design and thereby encouraging a less siloed approach to collaborative conservation. Three important lessons emerged from our experiences outlined above that we believe are useful for conservation practitioners and protected area managers in similar complex contexts.
Lesson 1: Principled Engagement
A foundational principle for this project was the importance of project design in partnership with stakeholders and joint implementation of programmatic activities to build trust and cooperation among actors in the area. Initial conflict analysis demonstrated that infrequent contact with indigenous reserve managers and incomplete community consultation was a source of misunderstanding related to reserve management. The project was able to raise funds to overcome the logistical constraints that had previously impeded such consultation, and further incorporated community stakeholders as critical decision-makers as members of the project team. Moreover, emphasizing deep collaboration created shared motivation within the project team, including important stakeholders in the reserve, to conduct more principled engagement in the socialization of the Master Plan (see supplemental materials). Encouraging the normalization of cooperative interaction among stakeholders was not only imperative to addressing existing conflicts, but also helped build a framework for addressing contentious issues in the future.
While this alone is not novel, we found that the ideas of principled engagement, consultation, and collaborative interaction need to begin inside the project team before interfacing with other stakeholders. Each of the partners brought its own history, organizational culture, assumptions, and agendas to the project. Rather than seamless integration, the project team spent several months designing and redesigning the project framework in order to co-create a set of strategies that aligned with each partners' needs, experience, and agendas (Nel et al. 2015) . There is a tendency inside multi-party project teams to divide labor and work independently. However, the project team found that, while efficient for accomplishing tasks, such a transactional approach can impede trust-building and lead to internal tensions that then later need to be resolved and mitigated. As discussed earlier, the social-ecological system of the Amarakaeri Communal Reserve is complex and the resulting governance context resembles a wicked problem, meaning that each stakeholder operates on a unique understanding of the governance problems to be managed. Moreover, any change in the system creates new dynamics that need to be addressed, which are in turn understood idiosyncratically. Through trial-and-error, our team learned that unless constant dialog and reflection were maintained, our own internal understandings of the context would begin to diverge and give rise to discrepancies around what we were trying to achieve and the appropriate strategy for accomplishing project goals. As the project team became more closely integrated, we moved to a model of co-creation and internal dialog across the life cycle of various activities, which enabled us to identify such points of tension early and creatively problem-solve as a team. Rather than taking partnership for granted, this needs to be actively built across a project lifecycle.
Lesson 2: Adapting to a Dynamic Context
As conservation practitioners know, local political, social, economic and ecological contexts are highly dynamic and changing across a project life cycle. Likewise, conservation organizations and protected area management bodies are typically simultaneously focused on multiple projects. Dynamic contexts mean that adaptive management is critically important to project success. However, the multiple, and often competing, priorities for each partner organization as well as for each external stakeholder limit the time and resources that a well-intentioned collaborative governance project can devote to collect, process, and integrate monitoring data back into project design and implementation. This is a particularly important point, as the timelines and priorities of each partner may not match. For instance, our team had to navigate multiple, asynchronous timelines: the funder operated on a timeframe with a singular focus on the outputs of this project, whereas the internal team needed to negotiate timelines between multiple organizations with multiple priorities each, and the indigenous stakeholders operated along with a deliberative and highly participatory decision-making structure. We found that having a combined an annual plan and budget agreed amongst partners with predetermined meetings dates, while also making bi-weekly or monthly short-term plans to adapt to new agendas, can aid in balancing both rigid (external) and adaptive (internal) timeframes. This project brought essential funds to SERNANP and ECA activities that had previously been deprioritized. By agreeing in advance to a detailed, multi-year budget with the funding organization, there was little room to postpone activities, and high incentive among implementers to complete the project in order to be able to spend the project resources lest they are forfeited.
Despite the funding incentives, dynamic and asynchronous organizational priorities made the feedback and learning processes of adaptive management very challenging. The project was designed to capture and integrate near real-time monitoring data into programing through elicitive and deliberative design, a traditional M&E, and additional developmental evaluation. Flexibility, while prioritizing participation and stakeholder input in the design and execution of project activities, was critical to illuminating conflicting agendas and priorities, and jointly developing a strategy that worked for each partner.
Nevertheless, frequent, accessible, and inclusive dialog around data and analysis also entailed higher required time investments from each group. Especially in the dynamic context of a protected area facing conflicts, it can be extremely difficult for stakeholders to maintain such investment and involvement. We found that it is crucial to collect data in ways that various stakeholders understand and trust, and to collect data that stakeholders view as relevant to their own contexts (Sterling et al. 2017) .
Lesson 3: Designing for Lasting Impact
Interviews during the developmental evaluation with project implementers and partners consistently raised the issue of securing additional funding as a necessary pre-requisite to sustain project activities and outcomes beyond the initial project. After the end of project funding, local stakeholders and managers of the reserve must now generate other funding to continue the work that the project started including replicating the project's pilot models for capacity building and providing spaces for dialogs and other meetings. Furthermore, sustaining the initial enhanced capacity depends on the various local counterparts designing strategies to institutionalize knowledge and capacity to manage conflicts, natural resources, and protected areas.
One of the project's strongest attributes was the use of a nontraditional funding vehicle to enhance collaborative conservation. The grant that funded the project was explicitly intended for conflict mitigation, not conservation management. However, because the linkages between collaborative conservation and conflict management are so direct, the project was able to secure funding that enabled a team with niche expertise in conservation, indigenous representation, protected area management, and conflict management to design and implement a project that utilized the principles of conflict management to strengthen conservation efforts. Furthermore, we attempted to build institutional capacity within partner and stakeholder organizations as well as provide direct experience in project management and conflict engagement. Both enhanced capacity and practical experience elevate the potential for these organizations to tap into a wider range of traditional and nontraditional funding opportunities.
Conclusion
There are three central points that this intervention illuminates corresponding to the key issues presented by Emerson and Nabatchi (2015) around collaborative conservation. On the question of the factors that help or hinder collaborative dynamics, this case study illustrates that principled engagement requires deep, non-transactional collaboration among core stakeholders. Across project implementation, we utilized the strengths and expertise of each partner organization to manage specific processes but learned early-on that the deep collaboration associated with principled engagement was just as crucial inside the core team as it was in working with external stakeholders.
Regarding methods and tools for evaluation, we found that a mixed-method approach to M&E that utilized traditional logical frameworks as well as developmental evaluation methods was very useful for capturing information on both performance and process. While the more traditional tools of logical frameworks and biodiversity assessments enabled us to collect the performance level data that Emerson and Nabatchi (2015, Ch. 9 ) discuss, our understanding of performance was strengthened when coupled with Outcome Harvesting methods. This developmental evaluation provided a nuanced understanding of how the project team, project participants, and the wider operating context were being influenced and impacted by the intervention, enabling adaptation at various points across project implementation. Importantly, the evaluation and associated tools were developed and conducted entirely in Spanish to avoid the complications of translation between multiple languages and the potential for important information to be lost or misunderstood. While there are standard techniques available to mitigate such risks, the project team operated in the native language of the majority of the core project team and commonly spoken in the region.
Finally, with regard to breaking down silos and enabling scholars and practitioners to work together to enhance collaborative governance, we highlight the balance required between the rigor sought after by scholars and the adaptivity that dynamic contexts necessitate. While researchers and academics require a more controlled process to test and refine hypotheses, the nature of a wicked problem or complex social-ecological system makes that control extremely difficult in practice. In order to balance between adaptivity and rigor, we had an explicit theory of change that guided the intervention at the strategic level and had joint problem definition and adaptive management built into the operational design and implementation phases. This allowed us to negotiate the needs of indigenous reserve managers, civil society partners, and academic partners to co-create implementation plans addressing distinct agendas.
